Why has the World Bank devoted funds and personnel to think tank activities through the Global Development Network? Some of the answers lie in broader objectives of the World Bank to become the 'knowledge bank'. The GDN represents one program to operationalize this new discourse of knowledge and create the global public good of policy relevant research. The impact of ideas or discourses or knowledge can be greatly magnified when in coalition with broader social and economic forces. Consequently, the analysis also draws upon some current thinking on policy networks to suggest that creating public knowledge and sharing research with the aim to promote development serves the interests primarily of the institutions advocating the knowledge agenda and the researchers in their orbit. Researchers gain access to resources while an institution such as the World Bank can partner with a civil society organization that shares a similar outlook on poverty reduction research.
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'Knowledge for development' serves a particular kind of interest -that is, the 'cognitive interest' of researchers in their professional regeneration and advancement into new institutional arrangements such as global policy networks.
Under the auspices of the GDN, research that is broadly supportive of open economies and free markets research has been produced and disseminated. Furthermore, it is created predominantly by development economists. Indeed, key objectives of the GDN are cast in the public goods language of economics. This does not mean that the GDN is in the hegemonic grasp of neo-liberal economics. Knowledge is contested within the Network. This paper focuses on GDN dynamics from mid 1999 when the GDN Secretariat was created in the World Bank until the third annual conference in Rio di Janeiro in December 2001 by when the GDN had become an independent non-profit organization.
The following discussion criticises the public goods approach to knowledge for its apolitical assumptions about research utilization. It adopts three network conceptsepistemic communities, embedded knowledge networks and transnational discourse communities. These provide differing interpretations of GDN activities but also provide tools to argue that World Bank sponsored research is not policy neutral but represents a discursive or ideational form of power that helps set and sustain development agendas.
A Global Network for Development Research
In December 1999, the Global Development Network (GDN) -an association of research institutes and think tanks-was launched by the World Bank in co-operation with the United Nations, the Governments of Japan, Germany and Switzerland, seven regional research networks and other private and public international development institutions.
The three broad objectives of the GDN are to 'create, share and apply knowledge'. The Network is intended to incorporate the 'research community' of developing and transition countries more efficiently into development policy. It is composed primarily of university research centres and independent think tanks. The assumption is 'the generation of local 4 knowledge which when shared with local policy makers will ultimately lead to the solution of local problems' 2 One intention is that the GDN become a co-ordinating mechanism -a 'network of networks' -for organizations, groups and individuals researching development. Indeed, the 'building blocks' are seven regional research networks established over the decade prior to the GDN.
•= Africa Economic Research Consortium Project 'Explaining Growth' was also devolved to the networks. 3 The disciplinary focus and dominance of the regional networks in this process has meant research agendas are structured around economic questions, analysis and solutions. The public goods framework is relatively apolitical and tends to treat knowledge as homogenous, technical and neutral. Reference to 'knowledge' does not signify a single body of knowledge that is commonly recognized. To the contrary, it implies a struggle between different 'knowledges' or what are often described as 'discourses', 'worldviews'
and 'regimes of truth'. Accordingly for many, the real issue is not the mere creation and dissemination of knowledge, but the kind of knowledge that is produced and the kind of knowledge that dominates. Little is provided in public goods accounts about the sociopolitical functions of knowledge or issues of power and hegemony.
Nor is the 'global' 'public' 'good' terminology unpacked. For example, it is unclear who the 'global public' might be or what constitutes the 'global good'. Moreover, while knowledge may well have public good properties the idea of knowledge as a 'club good' goes much further towards accommodating the idea that the benefits are limited to 9 particular groups. For example, while GDN conferences provide a forum for developing country researchers to present their work, many are 'part of a global elite '. 9 Finally, the public goods approach tends to focus on outcomes -production of public goods. 10 However, a focus on process -addressing decision making procedures or resource allocations -draws attention to the kind of knowledge that is reproduced at a global level. In this case, it has been development economics. The GDN2000 Conference President declared that 'the unstated issue is that the World Bank feels a loyalty to the institutes it knows' in the regional networks.
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The importance of knowledge in development is crucial, but it is necessary to clarify:
1. How knowledge is conceptualized or what constitutes knowledge;
2. The social and political context in which knowledge is produced, evaluated and transferred.
Within the GDN, the dominant conceptualisation of knowledge is research undertaken by suitably qualified experts in recognized institutional contexts; that is, research institutes.
The GDN promotes techne (technical knowledge) and the 'skillful production of artifacts and the expert mastery of objectified tasks'. 13 It is a 'codified' understanding of knowledge that allows meaningful 'sharing' between the highly educated and technically qualifed. Not only is the GDN an 'association of researchers', knowledge is framed predominantly by the methods and models, professional norms and standards of economists. As discussed below, this orthodoxy is not accidental but symptomatic of the pursuit of 'cognitive interest' by professional researchers.
Placing 'knowledge' (and more specifically research) central to the development process is a profound re-conceptualisation of development not only in the World Bank but also in other development agencies that adopt similar language concerning the benefits of knowledge and research and the advantages of 'evidence-based policy'. 14 One implication is that the creation, management and transfer of knowledge becomes the primary axis or locus for international cooperation on development. 'Global public policy networks' have been described as mechanisms to deliver public goods. While writing in this genre has been useful in mapping the growth of new governance structures for the management of global issues, the framework is empirically descriptive and relatively weak in explaining when, why and how research is useful. The epistemic community model, the 'embedded knowledge networks' framework and the transnational discourse community approach are more effective at dissecting the conditions when research and policy ideas might be influential.
Sharing Knowledge 1: Networks
The 'epistemic community' approach to policy networks highlights the role of scientific opinion and the weight of consensual knowledge of expert groups in shaping policy agendas, especially in circumstances of uncertainty. 16 The dynamics of uncertainty, poverty and other development problems, which gives rise to demands for information in an attempt to understand and decode a complex reality. The production of meaning is key to the institutionalization of policy ideas. Epistemic communities that can offer information and interpretation for policy makers are in a pivotal agenda-setting position.
Two types of epistemic community operate. An 'ad hoc coalition' aims to solve a particular policy problem whereby the problem shapes the community. The 'life' of such communities 'is limited to the time and space defined by the problem and its solutions'.
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The other kind is more constant and is aimed at the establishment and perpetuation of beliefs and visions as 'dominant social discourses'. Of importance here, are the social interactions of the community that (re)produce interpretations of reality and the specific definitions of policy problems. An example would be the neo-liberal orthodoxy described as the Washington consensus. The GDN has epistemic qualities given the character of its members. However, the Network is not an institutional embodiment of one epistemic community but it is a forum where 'techne' is valued and a number of epistemic communities interact.
The epistemic community approach has been criticized for its undue emphasis on rationality and technocratic policy making. By contrast, the 'embedded knowledge networks' framework stresses the ideological functions of technical knowledge and its connections to material interests. signifies that these actors are viewed as legitimate participants in a policy community.
The GDN seeks to embed itself, the regional networks and other developing country On the one hand, professionals create a transnational community through a boundary drawing discourse that defines who and what is to be considered inside and outside the community. Thus, the specific vocabulary and jargon, the speech and meeting rituals etc. do not only set up possibilities for the professionals who master them. They also serve to delimit access to the 16 particular community, establishing a distinction between professionals and non-professionals, and between good and bad professionals.
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Research narratives are constructed in expert 'codes' and generate 'effects of truth'. That is, 'normalizing or naturalizing specific ways of thinking and doing things, often with a claim to scientific or other expertise'.
The GDN rhetoric of science, 'best practice' and knowledge sharing, and its portrayal as a global partnership to produce public goods de-emphasizes the ideological character of the Network and privileges of technical economic knowledge. What is 'shared' indeed, disseminated and broadcast globally via the GDN are broadly similar sets of policy paradigms or development discourse. While access to the GDN is open, participation is restricted to those individuals and institutes that display mastery of techne and dominant discourses.
In these three approaches, knowledge is not simply an important resource in a network but represents a form of authority. All have in common the perspective of research and expert knowledge as endemic to the policy process. The knowledge credentials and expertise of network actors gives them credibility and special status in investigating and debating policy issues and in making recommendations. Rather than ascribing power to individual experts or think tanks, the focus is on the collective network endeavours that institutionally embed certain technical discourses as hegemonic within international organizations and global public policy networks.
Despite important differences regarding how 'science', 'ideology' and 'discourse' impacts on policy, these network concepts help take an understanding of global policy partnerships beyond public goods analysis to focus on processes of exclusion and unequal (but shifting) positions of power in privatized domains of policy formulation. Rather than seeking to discard two of these concepts in favour of a preferred approach, there is value in each and prospects for synthesis. Whilst this research agenda on the 'power of ideas' needs development beyond this paper, it is a strategy that recognizes that the reasons why research becomes influential is multidimensional.
Sharing Knowledge 2: Policy Transfer
Cross-national experience, 'policy transfer' or 'lesson-drawing' is having an increasingly powerful impact upon decision-makers within the private, public and third sectors of nation-states. 'Policy transfer' is a process by which societies adapt or synthesize 'global forms' of knowledge to suit local circumstances. It also has a promising reverse effect in the extent to which 'local knowledge' is fed back into international organizations and 
Using and Embedding Knowledge
In the first two years of its existence, the GDN was on a path of development that structurally favoured certain groups of researchers -development economists. This was evident in conference participation, awards procedures and allocation of funds to early research programs. The constriction of research agendas not only has implications for the kinds of researchers attracted to the Network but also the manner in which development issues are framed, problems defined and solutions proposed. This has been noted by the GDN Governing Body which introduced measures to rectify perceived imbalances. The dominance of economic frameworks and thinking has resulted to great extent because of the apparent relevance of the discipline to development questions but also as a consequence of the 'cognitive interest' of embedded knowledge actors (development economists but also other consultants and experts) in professional regeneration and institutional entrenchment. These professionals attempt to secure control over resources, prestige and position within the Network. As noted by one donor representative, the GDN is supply led by researchers rather than a demand-driven initiative.
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If researchers are to be 'suppliers of solutions' through policy research they need to define development problems in such a way as to encourage recourse to their expertise.
Not doing so would mean that researchers define themselves out of consideration as Notwithstanding these tendencies, it is not the case that the World Bank is a monolithic entity with a united and coherent position on all questions of development to which staff happily subscribe. To portray the Bank in this fashion misses the complexity of perspectives in the organisation. There are constant bureaucratic battles that modify and dilute hegemonic uniformity and consistency of purpose in Bank operations. This is not to suggest that there is not a broad policy consensus amongst many Bank personnel as well as among many of their counterparts in 'client countries'. However, epistemic neoliberal unity exists only amongst some and it is in constant contest with other perspectives. In other words, the discourse of poverty reduction is shared but there are divergent positions on how to achieve this aspiration.
31 This is reflected in the categorisation of career grades for professional staff: economist, senior economist, lead economist, principal economist and chief economist or what would be identified as 'boundary drawing' in discourse analysis. However, this has slowly been modified with redirections in Bank policy that has placed greater credence on other disciplinary insights and lead to wider recruitment practices. There are staff with the designation 'senior social scientist' or 'senior specialist '. 23 Similarly, the Global Development Network is grappling with the question of how best to accommodate social science diversity. It is a research community driven by scientific competition as much as any other, more altruistic motive to produce global public goods.
This tendency is not uncontested, 32 nor is it unchangeable. The GDN is still evolving and now that it is outside the Bank, it is increasingly subject to pressures from a more diverse range of stakeholders. However, cultural change comes about slowly in large, federal global networks and potentially not as fast as the waning interest of some donor groups might dictate.
Conclusion
The World Bank has not acted alone in its nurturing of the GDN -it is a multilateral initiative. The IMF, the UN and the OECD amongst others are highly professionalised organisations with core research staff can also be thought of as 'knowledge The 'embedded knowledge network' framework is useful in highlighting how private associations or in this case, networks, ascribe authority through collective action.
Through patronage from and partnerships with multilateral agencies and governments, GDN institutes are recognized and legitimized as expert sources of policy research.
These inter-relationships help embed the GDN as a global policy network. Experts become embedded and reinforce a dominant ideology. The approach is less, effective, however, in accounting for contests between knowledges within the Network and the 'coded ways' of representing development problems. Similarly, it is less successful in accounting for the autonomous technocratic pursuit towards policy relevant research or what has been described here as 'cognitive interest'.
The epistemic community framework better accounts for the scientific character of the Network and the feasibility of the independent impact and power of ideas in conditions of policy uncertainty or the intractability of many development problems. The approach can better accommodate the notion of 'cognitive interest' where epistemic communities promote 'consensual knowledge' into public domains and policy realms. Yet, the GDN is not an epistemic community of development economists. Development economists share many common professional standards, but what is missing amongst this field is a common policy project expressed through the GDN.
Discourse approaches stress the boundary drawing discourses of meetings, e-discussions, and research projects. Not only does the elite, technical and mostly economic language of the Network help establish new research possibilities for the professionals that master it, it also limits access to the Network establishing 'a distinction between professionals and non-professionals and, between good and bad professionals'. Implicit in the conflict over multi-disciplinarity in the Network are differences about what constitutes quality research. There are a variety of discourse communities represented in the GDN.
However, they are not on an equal footing. A discourse coalition of development economists has achieved discourse structuration -that is, it has been able to set most research agendas. It has not institutionalised (or become 'embedded') and this is the front line of the GDN where the battle of ideas is being waged.
25
The most relevant research findings do not always capture political attention and much policy research lies fallow without a dialogue with those in power. The receptivity of decision-makers to new ideas is often politically determined in situations where science and expertise is not seen as 'objective knowledge' but as 'contested information'.
Accordingly, the conditions and practices by which ideas are recognized and selected by governments or international organizations and then interpreted, applied, modified or rejected need to be understood.
The thrust of this article has been to suggest that networks are one social technology that amplifies the power of research or development knowledge in policy. Yet, the diffusion of ideas, the mobilisation of knowledge and the transfer of 'best practice' is not uncontroversial. A certain type of knowledge, a particular way of looking at and interpreting the world, and the best practices as determined by the international financial institutions, corporations and worlds leading governments are mobilised through networks.
